April 6, 2000

President Kuchma and
Yuschenko’s reform agendas.
I would like to submit for the record and
bring to the attention of my colleagues an
interview with Grigority Surkis, a prominent,
businessman and member of the Rada.

IT’S TIME FOR TRANSPARENCY
(By Grigoriy Surkis)

It would be desirable if our Parliament did
not have deep divisions between the majority
and minority factions; however this is not
possible due to deep-rooted ideological divi-
sions in the country.

Former Speaker Tkachenko, leader of the
Communists in the Rada, demonstrated his
inability to work out a compromise even
when the majority announced a willingness
to work cooperatively with Communist lead-
ers on a legislative program.

By the way, leaders of the Ukraine Com-
munists should learn a lesson from their
Russian counterparts, who recently made a
deal with the pro-government factions in or-
ganizing the Duma and distributing assign-
ments among party leaders. They have a dif-
ficult time understanding that Communist
authoritarianism does not exist in post-So-
viet societies, nor is it as strong after eight
years of democracy.

However, it remains to be seen how the
pro-government bloc in Russia will get the
Communist Speaker of the Duma to act on
progressive legislation and actually achieve
results. I sincerely wish that this arrange-
ment will work so that the people of Russia
benefit from progressive changes that will
improve living standards that make for a
better society.

In my opinion, Ukraine has chosen the
right path. In parliament, we formed a ma-
jority bloc by uniting the ‘‘healthy’’ forces
who were committed to reform legislation.
This is necessary to ensure speedy action on
a range of progressive proposals to deal with
the problems of our pension system, taxes,
and the criminal and civil code. This will
help us to clean house in the Rada and insti-
tute badly needed changes that, in the past,
impeded our efforts to confront these needs.

Is compromise possible? Let’s think about
it. We want our people to live in a new envi-
ronment but there are some who want to pull
us back to the old Soviet system. To go back
is to lose hope and confidence in our ability
to improve our situation. The reformers
want a government that will enable people
to own property while the Communists want
people to be the property of the state. We be-
lieve that the Constitution is the basic law,
but they still believe the ‘“‘Party’ is the su-
preme authority.

Finally, in a democracy it is acceptable to
have a compromise, which is how people
work out their differences. But the old guard
distrusts working with what they see as the
‘“‘bourgeois’ and reject efforts to resolve dif-
ferences amicably. So we are not talking
about compromise in terms of confronting
the issues and resolving differences, but the
Communists see any negotiations with re-
formers as selling out or imposing a
kompromat on us. I am reminded of the
words of the great Golda Meir, who was born
in Kiev, who once said: ‘“We want to live. Our
neighbors want to see us dead. I am afraid
that this does not leave any space for com-
promise’’.

The problem would not be so serious if we
were talking only about Parliament. How-
ever, we are talking about society as a
whole. The Leftists seem committed to de-
stroying the Rada, the one institution that
ensures representation of the people in gov-
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ernment decision-making. Perhaps they do
not know about Abraham Lincoln’s state-
ment that a house divided cannot succeed
and that their intransigence will prevent de-
mocracy from taking root in Ukraine. Every-
one knows what happens to the person if his
right leg makes two steps forward and the
left remains rooted in the same spot.

I want to stress again that after the 1999
presidential election, it became obvious that
a divided parliament with a Communist as
Speaker would prove unacceptable and only
serve to obstruct the reform agenda of the
government. Had the Communists prevailed,
they would have taken the country down the
back road of political fatalism. Yet there are
some who worry that the unfairness of win-
ners hides the guilt of losers. I can only say
that if the Leftists had won the election, we
would not be asking these questions.

I am afraid that if the majority had al-
lowed a Communist to remain as Speaker, it
would have proved to be a temporary solu-
tion, similar to what will happen with the
Duma. In the United States, it is possible for
the Republicans to control the Congress and
the other party to have the Presidency. This
is possible because America has 200 years of
experience working within a democratic sys-
tem.

Our country does not have time to wait.
For us, every day without enacting and im-
plementing laws is a huge setback for a
country that must accomplish so much in a
critically short time. The majority knows
that it is impossible to form a parliament
without the opposition, and it is our inten-
tion to treat proposals from the opposition
seriously. We have assumed political respon-
sibility that gives us an opportunity to co-
operate with the newly re-elected president
who bears the main responsibility for society
as a whole.

We recognize that it is the president who
must provide the leadership and direct the
institutions of government. Throughout the
years of Ukraine’s independence, there is not
a single case when the three branches of
power simultaneously worked together on
behalf of Ukrainian citizens. Today we must
take responsibility and are ready to be ac-
countable for our actions.

Once again, we do not have time. The ma-
jority of Ukrainian citizens spoke very clear-
ly in the recent election by giving President
Kuchma a new four-year term. By this vote,
they rejected the Communist Party and the
idea of turning back to the old system where
freedom and human rights did not exist.

The Communists, of course, feel threatened
by the new democratic forces and their re-
form agenda. They do not want to relinquish
power and recognize that a new generation of
intelligent and resourceful leaders is taking
charge. That is the promise of democracy
and, if given a chance to succeed, the future
of Ukraine in the new millennium.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
HON. SUE WILKINS MYRICK

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 5, 2000

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, due to nec-
essary medical treatment, | was not present
for the following votes. If | had been present,
| would have voted as follows:

April 3, 2000:

Rolicall vote 96, on the motion to suspend
the rules and pass H.R. 1089, the Mutual
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Fund Tax Awareness Act, | would have voted
“vea.”

Rollcall vote 97, on the motion to suspend
the rules and pass H.R. 3591, providing the
gold medal to former President Ronald
Reagan and his wife Nancy Reagan, | would
have voted “yea.”

April 4, 2000:

Rollcall vote 98, on agreeing to the LaHood
amendment to H.R. 2418, | would have voted
“nay.”

Rollcall vote 99, on agreeing to the DeGette
amendment to H.R. 2418, | would have voted
“vea.”

Rollcall vote 100, on agreeing to the Luther
amendment to H.R. 2418, | would have voted
“nay.”

Rollcall vote 101, on passage of H.R. 2418,
the Organ Procurement and Transplantation
Network Amendments, | would have voted
“vea.”

————

THE TWO-HUNDRED AND SEV-
ENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
EASTON, MASSACHUSETTS

HON. JOHN JOSEPH MOAKLEY

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, April 5, 2000

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as we cele-
brate the beginning of a New Millennium, we
are reminded of the history and accomplish-
ments of our forebears in past centuries who
“brought forth” as President Lincoln said, “on
this continent a new nation, conceived in lib-
erty, and dedicated to the proposition that all
men are created equal.” This year, 2000, also
marks the Two-hundred and Seventy-fifth An-
niversary of the Founding of Easton, Massa-
chusetts, which shares a unique role in the
Colonial and Civil War history of this great
country. | acknowledge the monumental spirit
of the citizens of Easton, and to recognize
their many contributions to the growth and de-
velopment of the United States, and the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts.

THE CONFEDERATE FLAG
HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON

OF MISSISSIPPI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 6, 2000

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, there are a million reasons why the Con-
federate Flag should not be flying over any
state capitol, comprise a part of any state flag,
or be displayed in any place of honor or dis-
tinction. From its racist past to its polemic
present, the one thing that can be stated un-
equivocally, is that today, the flag has become
shrouded in an over-simplified, revisionist
version of American history.”

“Claims that the flag represents a benign
segment of Southern history, ruled by some
sort of gentile charm and virtuous code of con-
duct, are patently offensive to every American
whose ancestors were brutalized by the sting-
ing pains of slavery or ostracized by its illegit-
imate progency, Jim Crow.”
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